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COUNT RICHARD COUDENHOVE - 
KALERGI, the foremost exponent of the doc- 
trine of the United States of Europe, will be 
in this country during November under the 
auspices of the F. P. A., and is available for 


speaking engagements in the East and, after 
November 14, the Middle West. 


Entered as secend- 
class matter December 
2, 1921, at the Post 
Office at New York, 
N. Y., under the ect 
of March 8, 1879. 


/ 
v ighington, D. G 


BRITAIN, TURKEY 


AND THE LEAGUE 


OSUL has come rapidly to the fore 

in the international field in the past 
three weeks, as a possible source of furth- 
er serious friction, if not war, between 
Great Britain and Turkey. 


The British position was explained to 
the Council of the League on September 
3 by Lieutenant-Colonel Amery, who an- 
nounced that Great Britain would be will- 
ing, if Mosul were awarded to Iraq, to 
comply with the conditions suggested by 
the Commission of Inquiry in their first 
proposition,* viz., that Great Britain would 
assure Kurdish autonomy and extend her 
mandate over Iraq for approximately 
twenty-five years, instead of terminating 
it in 1928 as previously agreed. If, on the 
other hand, the Council should decide to 
divide Mosul between Iraq and Turkey, 
the British Government would not wish to 
take further responsibility for the stabil- 
ity of Iraq. 

Tewfik Bey, the Turkish Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, protested against the ac- 
tivities of the British fleet which had 
chosen this moment for a cruise in the 
eastern Mediterranean — obviously, it 
seemed to him, with the purpose of influ- 
encing the decision at Geneva. He pro- 
tested also against the nature of the re- 
port of the Commission, which, he affirm- 
ed, had gone beyond its competence in its 
expression of opinions of political import. 
He entered a third protest against the pro- 
posal for extending the term of the British 
mandate in Iraq, which was in his judg- 
ment an artificial device for justifying an 
inequitable decision. This last objection 
bore particular weight because of the 
Turkish conviction that Great Britain al- 
ready had sought to forestall a decision 
unfavorable to Iraq by means of an Arab 
reservation to the Anglo-Iraq Treaty of 


* News Bulletin, Vol. IV., No. 41, August 21, 1925. 


1922, which provided that the Treaty 
“shall be invalid if Great Britain does not 
protect the right of Iraq to the vilayet of 
Mosul in its entirety.” 

That the League sub-committee ap- 
pointed to consider these arguments was 
unable to reach a satisfactory conclusion 
was due to the. behaviour of,.both parties 
to the dispute.. An important factor was 
the ill-advised and indefensible repudia- 
tion by the Turkish representative of what 
the Council had understood;to be a clear 
undertaking thgt Tyrkey would abide by 
the League’s decision. *'Greaf Britain also 
contributed to: the difficulty by her re- 
peated threat that she could no longer 
accept responsibility for the good gov- 
ernment of Iraq unless the whole of Mosul 
were incorporated into that State. This 
accorded but ill with her simultaneous 
declaration that she would loyally accept 
any decision of the Council, and was 
plainly an attempt to force a decision in 
her favor. 

Leaders of the opposition in the Brit- 
ish Parliament have openly charged that 
the British Government’s action has been 
dictated by the petroleum interests. 
Great Britain is suspected also of manoeu- 
vering for position. Recent stories of the 
harrying of Christians by Turks in the 
neutral territory just north of the “Brus- 
sels line” are discounted by discrepancies 
between British statements previously 
made to the Commission and those now 
being made at Geneva concerning the 
numbers of Christians living in that area. 
On the other hand, Turkey has suffered 
a severe loss of prestige by taking a posi- 
tion which even her best friends cannot 
defend. 

The League Council has voted to refer 
the dispute to the World Court which 
meets in December, when it will be asked 
to rule, first, on the character of the de- 
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cision to be taken by the Council in vir- 
tue of Article III, Paragraph 2, of the 
Treaty of Lausanne — i. e., whether an 
arbitral award, recommendation or simple 
mediation; and, second, whether the de- 
cision must be unanimous or a majority, 
as well as whether the interested parties 
have a right to vote. 


This action of the Council has been vio- 
lently attaeked by the Constantinople 
press, and severely criticized as well by a 
strong section of the British press. More- 
over, there are many British who assert 
openly that Britain should get out of Iraq 
at once. The Council is under fire on the 
grounds both of “passing the buck” and 
assenting to a delay which may result in 
a clash before the Court can act. If, how- 
ever, hostilities can be postponed, there is 
the fact, pointed out by an enterprising 
American reporter, that by December, 
snow in the mountain passes north of 
Mosul will forestall military action by the 
Turks. 


EDWARD MEAD EARLE. 


HE ASSEMBLY of the League was 

greatly stirred last week by the intro- 
duction (September 15) by France of a 
resolution providing for a conference to 
study national and international economic 
conditions which might breed war. The 
resolution, introduced by M. Louis Louch- 
eur, himself a great French industrialist, 
was hailed as the most important proposal 
yet considered by this year’s Assembly. 


But apparently it has been sidetracked, 
partly through British opposition, partly 
because the question of disarmament is 
again absorbing the delegates. The French 
have been urging that a disarmament con- 
ference be called under the auspices of the 
League as soon as “a sufficient degree of 
security has been realized.” The British 
have been fighting hard for delay, propos- 
ing to leave the beginning of the necessary 
preliminary technical disarmament study 
to the discretion of the Council. 


However, the Third Committee of the 
Assembly has now (September 21) pass- 
ed a resolution constituting a Technical 
Commission for the Study of Disarma- 
ment on which any League member 
specially interested may be represented, 
whether or not a member of the Council. 
It is empowered to undertake at once the 
technical preparatory work. British sup- 
port for this measure was, it is said, paid 
for by France by the sacrifice of the pro- 
posed economic conference. 

France has already announced that she 
will attend an international disarmament 
conference only if held under the League, 
and the constitution of this new and re- 
presentative Technical Commission to be- 
gin work at once, is looked upon as mak- 
ing the League conference a reality. 


UCH FULL and frank discussions as 

those held on the campus of Johns 
Hopkins University last week at the Con- 
ference on American Relations with China 
are particularly welcome at the present 
time. With the problems of China in her 
relation with the Western Powers coming 
to a definite head in the important negoti- 
ations to be held in Peking within the next 
few months, there is pressing need for the 
fullest understanding not only of the tech- 
nical issues involved, but also of the mind 
of the China of today. 

That the need for such an understanding 
has at last been recognized is encouraging. 
Without such recognition it would perhaps 
have been impossible to bring together a 
group of two hundred men and women as 
well qualified to discuss Chinese-American 
relations as that which has just met in 
Baltimore. 


While recognizing its inability to deter- 
mine such questions as the policy and 
methods to be pursued in regard to the 
immediate situation, the Conference, 
through discussion of the fundamental as- 
pirations of China, the difficulties in the 
way of realizing those aspirations, and the 
particular responsibilities of America, 
reached certain general conclusions. These 
conclusions were summed up in a report 
by Dr. A. L. Warnshuis accepted as ex- 
pressing the general views of the Confer- 
ence, in part as follows: 

. . . Generally speaking, we are agreed that 
extraterritoriality should be abolished and that 
customs autonomy should be given to China. 

There is danger that our differences may be 
exaggerated. There are divergencies of view, 
but I believe in fundamental principle we are 
agreed. We are not altogether agreed regard- 
ing the process to be adopted or the program 
to be followed in carrying this principle into 
effect. That is to say, we are not fully agreed 
at this time whether the abolition of extra- 
territoriality or the giving of customs auton- 
omy should be by one stroke or whether it 
should be by progressive stages. ... 

With reference to this question of time and 
method and program, we recognize that these 
are questions that a conference like this can- 
not deal with satisfactorily. They are questions 
which necessarily must be referred to such 
international bodies as the Customs Confer- 
ence which is meeting in Peking, on October 
26, and the Commission on Extraterritoriality, 
meeting in Peking, December 18. 

Further, with reference to the opportunity 
and responsibility of the United States Govern- 
ment, the opinion was expressed that the 
United States Government should take a posi- 
tion of vigorous leadership in these interna- 
tional negotiations. ... 

Upon the completion of the Customs Con- 
ference and the Commission on Extraterritor- 
iality, we do not believe that the action of our 
Government should depend upon the complete 
agreement of all of these powers concerned, 
for the simple reason that we think that our 
Government should not be delayed in deter- 
mining its own policy by the action or the 
failure to act by any one or more of the 
powers who have comparatively small inter- 
ests in the Pacific and in the Far East and in 
China. ... 

Our Government should have the firm pur- 
pose of acting independently if it is found 
impossible within a reasonable time to secure 
the concurrent action of ... other... powers. 


The Editors assume responsibility for the opinions expressed in this Bulletin. <iBew, 


